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PER CURI AM

Jinmmy Pratt appeals the district court’s order granting sum
mary judgnment to Wal mer Enterprises in Pratt’s enpl oynment discrim
i nation action and granting Defendant’s notion for sanctions. W
have reviewed the record and the district court’s opinion and find
no reversible error. Accordingly, we affirmon the reasoning of

the district court. See Pratt v. Wil ner Enterprises, No. CA-98-

1588-A (E.D. Va. May 17 & June 23, 1999)." Due to the sanctions
i nposed below and the fact that Pratt has neither filed numerous
frivol ous actions in the past nor ignored previous warnings by this
court, we deny Walner’s notion for sanctions. W warn Pratt, how
ever, that any future attenpt to challenge the district court’s
judgment may result in the inposition of sanctions. W dispense
wi th oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions are ade-
quately presented in the materials before the court and argunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

" Although the district court’s orders are marked as “filed”
on May 14 and June 22, 1999, the district court’s records show t hat
they were entered on the docket sheet on May 17 and June 23, 1999,
respectively. Pursuant to Rules 58 and 79(a) of the Federal Rules
of Givil Procedure, it is the date that the order was physically
entered on the docket sheet that we take as the effective date of
the district court’s decision. See Wlson v. Mirray, 806 F.2d
1232, 1234-35 (4th Gr. 1986).




